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Commissioner for Patents 

In response to the Board remand mailed on February 12, 2009, the declarations filed on August 28, 2006 are found to be insufficient 
for the following reasons: 

The declarations filed under 37 CFR 1.132 filed August 28, 2006 is insufficient to overcome the rejection of claims 17-21 based upon 
the 35 U.S.C. 103 rejection of claim 17 Bosko in view of Callier and claims 19-21 Bosko in view of Jackson as set forth in the last 
Office action because: The declarations do not specifically demonstrate how a prima facie case of obviousness has not been proven. 
The Appellant submitted declarations showing how the apparatus is utilized and information concerning the apparatus as tested by 
users and feedback; however, the submissions do not present direct evidence sufficient to overcome the combination of elements 
disclosed by Bosko and taught by Callier and Jackson. Therefore, the declarations are insufficient. 

In view of the foregoing, when all of the evidence is considered, the totality of the rebuttal evidence of nonobviousness fails to 
outweigh the evidence of obviousness. 
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